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RESPONSE TO NOTIFICATION OF NON-COMPLIANT APPEAL BRIEF 




Mail Stop Appeal Brief - Patents 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

Applicant is in receipt of the Notice of Non-Compliant Appeal Brief mailed on 
12/27/2006. Applicant is filing an amended Appeal Brief along with this paper. 



The Examiner indicated three reasons why the previously filed brief was found to be non- 
compliant. Each of these reasons is addressed below. 



1) The Examiner indicates that the Summary of the Claimed Subject Matter was not 
"concise." Applicant believes that the previously submitted Summary was in compliance with 
37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(v). Nonetheless, in response to the Examiner's request, Applicant is 
submitting a shortened version of the Summary section of the Appeal Brief. The Summary 
section has been shortened from 9 pages to 5 pages. 
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2) The Examiner indicated that dependent method claims 13, 18, and 19 require description 
in the Summary section. 37 C.F.R. § 41.37 provides as follows: 

A concise explanation of the subject matter defined in each of the independent 
claims involved in the appeal, which shall refer to the specification by page and 
line number, and to the drawing, if any, by reference characters. For each 
independent claim involved in the appeal and for each dependent claim argued 
separately under the provisions of paragraph (c)(l)(vii) of this section, every 
means plus function and step plus function as permitted by 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth 
paragraph, must be identified and the structure, material, or acts described in the 
specification as corresponding to each claimed function must be set forth with 
reference to the specification by page and line number, and to the drawing, if any, 
by reference characters. 

The first sentence of this rule pertains to all "independent claims involved in the appeal." 
The second sentence of the rule applies only to "every means plus function and step plus 
function as permitted by 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph" and covers "each independent claim 
involved in the appeal" as well as "each dependent claim argued separately under the provisions 
of paragraph (c)(l)(vii) of this section." Thus, dependent claims are required to be summarized 
in the Summary of Claimed Subject Matter section of the Appeal Brief only if the provisions of 
35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph, apply. Applicant submits that this is not the case with respect to 
claims 13, 18, and 19. Indeed, claims 12 and 16, from which claims 13, 18, and 19 depend, were 
not themselves identified as falling under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph. 
Accordingly, pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(v), an explanation of claims 13, 18 and 19 in the 
Summary is not believed to be required. 

3) Regarding the omission of the argument for claim 28, Applicant respectfully submits that 
claim 28 was not intended to be on appeal. The amended Appeal Brief submitted with this paper 
has been accordingly clarified. (See sections: Status of Claims, Status of Amendments, and 
Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal). 
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As a result of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that the presently amended 
Appeal Brief is compliant with 37 C.F.R §41.37. The Examiner is kindly requested to enter the 
presently amended Appeal Brief submitted with this paper. 



Date: January 26, 2007 



Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No. 42,914 
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AMENDED APPEAL BRIEF 



Mail Stop Appeal Brief - Patents 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir/Madam: 



Further to the Notice of Appeal filed herewith, Appellants present this Amended Appeal 
Brief. Appellants respectfully request that the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences 
consider this appeal. 
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I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The subject application is owned by Sun Microsystems, Inc., a corporation organized and 
existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Delaware, and now having its principal 
place of business at 4150 Network Circle, Santa Clara, CA 95054. 
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II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no related appeals or interferences at the time of the filing of this Brief. 
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III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-16 and 18-67 are currently pending. Claim 17 has been canceled. Claims 1-7, 
10-13, 16, 18-26, 28-47, 50-55, 57, and 63 are finally rejected. Claims 8, 9, 14, 15, 27, 48, 49, 
56, 58-62, and 64-67 are objected to as depending on a rejected base claim, but are otherwise 
allowable. 

Applicant does not appeal the rejection of claims 28 and 50-52. Accordingly, claims 1- 
16, 18-27, 29-49, and 53-67 are on appeal. A copy of these claims is included in the Claims 
Appendix. 
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IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

An Amendment canceling claims 50-52 and amending claim 28 was submitted on July 6, 
2006. The Examiner did not enter this amendment. 
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V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The pending independent claims on appeal are summarized below, including example 
reference designations in brackets and example cites to the '938 patent given in columnrline 
format. 

Independent claim 1 is directed to "[a] multiprocessor computer [400] having hardware 
domains [Fig. 4 (SI, S2, S3)] ..." 6:7-7:23; Fig. 4. The claimed "computer" is recited as 
"comprising" a "plurality of separate system units [4 10]... each said system unit being 
individually physically removable and each including at least one of: a processor unit [510] 
for generating addresses . . ., a memory unit [520] for storing data at a set of addresses . . ., and an 
input/output adapter [530] for generating and/or receiving a set of addresses 7:33-50. The 
"computer" of claim 1 further comprises "a global address router [450] coupled to said system 
units a global data router [440] for transferring data ...;" and "a control-signal distributor 
[460] for communicating a plurality of control signals ..." 8:10-62; 7:51-8:9; 9:11-14:65; Figs. 
8-10. The "computer" also comprises "a domain configurator [420] for electronically dividing 
said computer into a plurality of software-configurable hardware domains . . .," 6:67-7:3; Fig. 11; 
16:62-17:42, and "a computer controller [470] ..." Fig. 4;16:65-17:56. Finally, the "computer" 
comprises "a domain filter [480] coupled to all of said system units wherein said domain 
filter is coupled to at least one of said global routers ..." 9:66-16:61. 

Independent claim 10 is directed to "[a] multiprocessor computer having hardware 
domains [Fig. 4 (SI, S2, S3)] ...." The "computer" of claim 10 comprises "a plurality of 
separate system units [410] each said system unit being individually physically removable 
and each including at least one of: a processor unit [510] for generating addresses a 
memory unit [520] for storing data at a set of addresses and an input/output adapter [530] for 
generating and/or receiving a set of addresses ...." 7:33-50. Furthermore, the "computer" of 
claim 10 comprises "a global address router [450] coupled to said system units ...," 8:10-62, "a 
global data router [440] for transferring data ...," 7:51-8:9, and "a control-signal distributor 
[460] for communicating a plurality of control signals ...," Figs. 8-10; 9:11-14:65. Still further, 
the "computer" comprises "a domain configurator [420] for electronically dividing said 
computer into a plurality of software-configurable hardware domains ...," 6:67-7:3; Fig. 11; 
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16:62-17:42, and "a computer controller [470] ..." 16:65-17:56. Finally, the "computer" is 
recited as "comprising" "a domain filter [480] coupled to all of said system units ...." 9:66- 
16:61. 

Independent claim 12 is directed to "[a] method [1200] of partitioning a computer having 
a plurality of system units [410], a global address router [450] , a global data router [440], a 
control-signal distributor [460], and a domain filter [480] into a plurality of independent 
hardware domains [Fig. 4 (SI, S2, S3)] ..." The method of claim 12 comprises "(a) [1210] 
starting a configuration modes; (b) [1222] receiving specification data (c) [1223] loading said 
specification data into a domain filter ...;" and "(d) [1225] repeating steps (b) and (c) ... ." 
17:57-18:18. Claim 12 further specifies "wherein step (c) is also responsive to said specification 
data...." 18:8-10. 

Independent claim 16 is directed to "[a] method [1200, 1300] of partitioning a computer 
having a plurality of system units [410], a global address router [450], a global data router [440], 
a control-signal distributor [460], and a domain filter [480] into a plurality of independent 
hardware domains [Fig. 4 (SI, S2, S3)] ..." The method of claim 16 comprises " (a) [1210] 
starting a configuration mode; (b) [1222] receiving specification data ...; (c) [1223] loading said 
specification data into a domain filter ...; (d) [1225] repeating steps (b) and (c) ...." 17:57- 
18:18. The method of claim 16 further comprises "thereafter (j) [1323] broadcasting a 
transaction from one of said system units within said first domain via said global address router 
to all of said system units, ..." and "(k) [1330] filtering said transaction at each of said system 
units..." 18:57-19:58. 

Independent claim 20 is directed to "[a] system unit [410] for a multiprocessor computer 
[400] having a global address router [450], a global data router [440], and a control-signal 
distributor [460] for interconnecting a plurality of other ones of said system units, said computer 
also having a computer controller [470]." The "system unit" of claim 20 comprises: "means 
coupled to both of said global routers for accepting at least one processor unit for generating 
addresses ...," (a means plus function limitation having corresponding structure found at 7:33-38 
in the '938 patent), "means coupled to said global routers for accepting at least one memory unit 
for storing data at a set of addresses . ..," (a means plus function limitation having corresponding 
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structure at 7:43-45), "means coupled to said global routers for accepting at least one 
input/output adapter ...," (a means plus function limitation having corresponding structure at 
7:39-43), and "means connected to at least one of said preceding means for generating control 
signals to said distributor, ...," (a means plus function limitation having corresponding structure 
at 8:11-65). The "system unit" of claim 20 also comprises "means for filtering said control 
signals ...," (a means plus function limitation having corresponding structure at 9:66-16:61 (e.g., 
55L3)) and "means connectible to said computer controller for selecting said ones of said other 
units," (a means plus function limitation having corresponding structure at 9:66-16:61). 

Independent claim 26 is directed to "[o]ne system unit [e.g., 410-0] of a plurality of 
system units [410] for a multiprocessor computer [400] including a global address router [450] 
. . a global data router [440] . . ." and "a control-signal distributor [460] . . .." The "system unit" 
of claim 26 further includes "a domain configurator [420] ...," 6:67-7:3; Fig. 11; 16:62-17:42, 
and "a computer controller [470] ..." Fig. 4; 16:65-17:56. Still further, the "system unit" of 
claim 26 includes "a domain filter [480] coupled to all of said system units ...." 9:66-16:61. 
The "system unit" of claim 26 additionally includes "at least one subsystem connected to said 
global address router .." The "subsystem" is recited as "being taken from the group consisting 
of a processor subsystem for executing transactions [510], a memory subsystem [520] for storing 
data within said global range, an input/output subsystem [530] for communicating with 
input/output adapters," 7:33-50, "at least one generator of said control signals [55L4] coupled to 
said distributor; at least one receptor of said control signals [55L4]," 9:51-65, "a domain writable 
mask register [942] ...; a comparator [941] coupled to said domain mask register ...," 10:64- 
14:30. 

Independent claim 34 is directed to "[a] multiprocessor computer [400] having hardware 
domains [Fig. 4 (SI, S2, S3)] ..." The "computer" of claim 34 further comprises "a plurality of 
separate system units [410] for performing sequences of transactions, ...each including at least 
one of: a processor unit [510] for generating addresses a memory unit [520] for storing data 
at a set of addresses .. ., and an input/output adapter [530] for generating and/or receiving a set of 
addresses ...." 7:33-50. The "computer" of claim 34 further comprises "a global address router 
[450] coupled to said system units ..." 8:10-62, "a global data router [440] ..." 7:51-8:9, and "a 
control-signal distributor [460] ...," 9:11-14:65. Still further, the "computer" comprises "a 
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domain configurator [420]... ," 6:67-7:3; Fig. 11; 16:62-17:42, and "a computer controller [470] 
...," 16:65-17:56. Finally, the "computer" of claim 34 also comprises "a domain filter [480] 
coupled to all of said system units ..." 9:66-16:61. 

Independent claim 37 is directed to "[a] method [1200] of partitioning a computer [400] 
having a plurality of system units [410], a global address router [450], a global data router [440], 
a control-signal distributor [460] and a domain filter [480] into a plurality of independent 
hardware domains ..." The method of claim 37 also comprises "(a) [1210] starting a 
configuration mode; (b) [1222] receiving specification data defining a subset of said system units 
...; (c) [1223] loading said specification data into a domain filter ..." and "(d) [1225] repeating 
steps (b) and (c) for further specification data ...." 17:57-18:18. 

Independent claim 40 is directed to "[a] multiprocessor computer [400] having hardware 
domains [Fig. 4 (SI, S2 5 S3)] said computer comprising: plurality of separate system units 
[410] each including at least one of: a processor unit [510] for generating addresses a 
memory unit [520] for storing data at a set of addresses and an input/output adapter [530] for 
generating and/or receiving a set of addresses 7:33-50. The "multiprocessor computer" of 
claim 40 further comprises "a global address router [450] coupled to said system units ...," 8:10- 
62, "a global data router [440] ..." 7:51-8:9, and "a control-signal distributor [460] ...," 9:11- 
14:65. Still further, the "multiprocessor computer" comprises "a domain configurator [420] . . .," 
6:67-7:3; Fig. 11; 16:62-17:42, and "a domain filter [480] coupled to all of said system units ..." 
9:66-16:61. 

Independent claim 53 is directed to "[a] multiprocessor computer [400] having hardware 
domains [Fig. 4 (SI, S2, S3)] said computer comprising: a plurality of separate system units 
each including at least one of: a processor unit [510] for generating addresses a memory 
unit [520] and an input/output adapter [530] ..." 7:33-50. The "multiprocessor computer" 
of claim 53 further comprises "a global address router [450] coupled to said system units ...," 
8:10-62, "a global data router [440] for transferring data ..." 7:51-8:9, and "a control-signal 
distributor ...," 9:11-14:65. Finally, the "multiprocessor computer" of claim 57 comprises "a 
domain configurator [420] ...," 6:67-7:3; Fig. 11; 16:62-17:42, and "a domain filter [480] 
coupled to all of said system units . ..," 9:66-16:61. 

Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goetzel Page 9 of 55 
Appeal BriefS 181-92401 



Independent claim 57 is directed to "[a] computer system [400] comprising: a plurality of 
separate system units [410] each including at least a processor unit [510] ...," 7:33-50, "a 
global address router [450] ... " 8:10-62, and "a control-signal distributor [460] ..." 9:1 1-14:65. 
The "computer system" of claim 57 further comprises "a domain configurator [420] ...," 6:67- 
7:3;Fig. 11; 16:62-17:42, and "a domain filter [480] ..." 9:66-16:61. 

Independent claim 63 is directed to "[a] method [1200] of partitioning a computer system 
having a plurality of system units into one or more independent hardware domains." The method 
of claim 63 comprises "receiving specification data defining a first subset of said plurality of 
system units for inclusion within a first hardware domain [1210]; loading said specification data 
into a domain filter [1223] ..." 17:57-18:56. 
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VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

1) Whether claims 40, 53, 57, and 63 improperly recapture surrendered subject matter 
under 35 U.S.C. §251. 

2) Whether claims 1-6, 10-12, 16, 18-21, 23-25, 34, 35, 37-46, 53-55 are unpatentable 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Li et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,473,599). 

3) Whether claims 7, 22, 26, 29-33, and 47 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over Li in view of Raab et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,751,967). 

4) Whether claims 13 and 36 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Li in view 
of Hardwick et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,550,816). 
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VI. ARGUMENT 



1) Reissue Recapture Rejections 

The Examiner rejected claims 40, 53, 57, and 63 under 35 U.S.C. § 251 for allegedly 
attempting to recapture surrendered subject matter. Each of these rejections is addressed in turn. 

Claims 40 and 57 

Claims 40 and 57 are addressed together because the Examiner treated the two claims the 
same with regard to the issue of recapture. See Office Action of April 6, 2006 at page 2. 

Reissue claims 40 and 57 are each broadened versions of issued claims of U.S. Patent No. 
5,931,938. More particularly, these claims are broadened versions of issued claim 1 of the '938 
patent. Issued claim 1 corresponds, in turn, to claim 2 of the 08/912,445 application that matured 
into the '938 patent. As originally filed, application claims 1 and 2 were as follows: 

1. A multiprocessor computer having hardware domains variable 
configurable by commands from an operator, said computer comprising: 

a plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of transactions, each 
said system unit being individually physically removable and replaceable within 
said computer, and each including at least one of 

processor unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global 
range. 

a memory unit for storing data at a set of addresses within said 
predetermined global range, 

an input/output adapter for generating and/or receiving a set of addresses 
within said predetermined global range: 

a global address router coupled to said system units for transferring addresses 
generated in any of said system units to others of said system units: 

a global data router for transferring data from any of said system units to others of 
said system units: 

a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control signals from 
any of said system units to others of said system units for affecting the operation 
of all of said system units in response to conditions occurring in said any system 
unit: 

a domain configurator for electronically dividing said computer into a plurality of 
software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an arbitrary subset of 
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said system units independently of any physical reconnection of said system units 
within said computer: 

a computer controller responsive to said commands for specifying to said domain 
configurator which of said system units belong to each of said hardware domains: 

a domain filter coupled to all of said system units for electronically inhibiting at 
least some of said control signals originating in those of said system units within 
one of said domains from affecting certain of said system units outside said one 
domain. 

2. A computer according to claim 1, wherein said domain filter is coupled to at 
least one of said global routers for inhibiting transactions on said one global 
router originating in those of said system units within one of said domains from 
being received un certain of said system units outside one domain. 

In an Office Action dated June 12, 1998, the Examiner rejected claim 1, but objected to 
claim 2 as being otherwise allowable but for its dependency on claim 1. See Office Action of 
June 12, 1998 at 2, 5. In response, Applicant cancelled claim 1 and amended claim 2 to include 
the limitations of claim 1. See Office Action Response of September 14, 1998, at 1-2, 12. 
Amended claim 2 issued as claim 1 of the '938 patent. 

In this reissue application, Applicant introduced a number of independent claims, 
including claims 40 and 57. As shown below, these claims can be viewed as broadened versions 
of claim 1 : 
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Issued Claim 1 


Reissue Claim 40 


1 . A multiprocessor computer having hardware 
domains variable configurable by commands 
from an operator, said computer comprising: 


40. A multiprocessor computer having hardware 
domains variable configurable by commands from 
an operator, said computer comprising: 


a plurality of separate system units for 
performing sequences of transactions, each said 
system unit being individually physically 

11 1 1 11 ',1 ' ■ 1 A 

removable and replaceable within said computer, 
and each including at least one of 


plurality of separate system units for performing 
sequences of transactions, each [[said system unit 
being individually physically removable and 
replaceable within said computer; and each]] 

including at least one of: 


processor unit for generating addresses within a 
predetermined global range. 


a processor unit for generating addresses within a 
predetermined global range, 


a memory unit for storing data at a set of 
addresses within said predetermined global 
range, 


a memory unit for storing data at a set of 
addresses within said predetermined global range, 
and 


an input/output adapter for generating and/or 
receiving a set of addresses within said 
predetermined global range: 


an input/output adapter for generating and/or 
receiving a set of addresses within said 
predetermined global range; 


a global address router coupled to said system 
units for transferring addresses generated in any 
of said system units to others of said system 
units: 


a global address router coupled to said system 
units for transferring addresses generated in any 
of said system units to others of said system units; 


a global data router for transferring data from any 
of said system units to others of said system 
units: 


a global data router for transferring data from any 
of said system units to others of said system units; 


a control-signal distributor for communicating a 
plurality of control signals from any of said 
system units to others of said system units for 
affecting the operation of all of said system units 
in response to conditions occurring in said any 
system unit: 


a control-signal distributor for communicating a 
plurality of control signals from any of said 
system units to others of said system units for 
affecting the operation of all of said system units 
in response to conditions occurring in said any 
system unit; 


a domain configurator for electronically dividing 
said computer into a plurality of software- 
configurable hardware domains each comprising 
an arbitrary subset of said system units 
independently of any physical reconnection of 
said system units within said computer: 


a domain configurator for electronically dividing 
said computer into a plurality of software- 
configurable hardware domains each comprising 
an arbitrary subset of said system units 
independently of any physical reconnection of 
said system units within said computer[[:ll; and 


a computer controller responsive to said 
commands for specifying to said domain 
configurator which of said system units belong to 
each of said hardware domains: 




a domain filter coupled to all of said system units 
for electronically inhibiting at least some of said 
control signals originating in those of said system 
units within one of said domains from affecting 
certain of said system units outside said one 
domain, wherein said domain filter is coupled to 
at least one of said global routers for inhibiting 

j x" — "J 111 i , • 

transactions on said one global router originating 
in those of said system units within one of said 
domains from being received in certain of said 
system units outside said one domain. 


a domain filter coupled to all of said system units 
for electronically inhibiting at least some of said 
control signals originating in those of said system 
units within one of said domains from affecting 
certain of said system units outside said one 
domain, wherein said domain filter is coupled to 
at least one of said global routers for inhibiting 
transactions on said one global router originating 
in those of said system units within one of said 
domains from being received in certain of said 
system units outside said one domain. 
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Issued Claim 1 


Reissue Claim 57 


A multiprocessor computer having hardware 
domains variable configurable by commands 
from an operator, said computer comprising: 


A [[multiprocessor]] computer [[having hardware 
domains variable configurable by commands from 
and operator said computer] 1 svstem comprising: 


a Dluralitv of seoarate svstem units for 
performing sequences of transactions, each 
said system unit being individually 
physically removable and replaceable within 
said computer, and each including at least 
one of 


a nluralitv of senarate svstem units for nerforminp 
sequences of transactions, each [[said system unit 
beim? individuallv ohvsicallv removeable and 
replaceable within said computer, and]] including at 
least [[one of]] a 


processor unit for generating addresses 
within a predetermined global range. 


processor unit for generating addresses within a 
predetermined global range; 


a memorv unit for storint? data at a set of 
addresses within said predetermined global 
range, 




an input/output adapter for generating and/or 
receiving a set of addresses within said 
predetermined global range: 




a global address router coupled to said 
system units for transferring addresses 
generated in any of said system units to 
others of said system units: 


a global address router coupled to said [[system units 
for transferrin?! 1 nluralitv of senarate svstem units 
and configured to transfer addresses generated in 
any of said system units to others of said system units; 


a global data router for transferring data 
from any of said system units to others of 
said system units: 




a control-si pnal distributor for 
communicating a plurality of control signals 
from any of said system units to others of 
said system units for affecting the operation 
of all of said system units in response to 
conditions occurring in said any system unit: 


a cftntrnl-sionfll distributor fffnt* pmYitniini rati noli 

configured to communicate a plurality of control 
signals from any of said system units to others of said 
system units for affecting the operation of all of said 
system units in response to conditions occurring in 
said any system unit; 


a domain configurator for electronically 
dividing said computer into a plurality of 
software-configurable hardware domains 
each comprising an arbitrary subset of said 

svstpm units indpnpnHpntlv nf anv tVhvsipal 

j yoiviii uii no 11 iuvu^i iu villi y \jl cuiy Lriiyoivcw 

reconnection of said system units within said 
computer: 


a domain configurator [ffor 1] coupled to electronically 
[[dividing said computer into a 11 partition said 

Till iT*olit"\/ r\T fivc^Am nnirc intrt nna nr mnra cstTVii/orv 

plurality 01 »v»iem umia into one or more soirwarc- 

ItUUllgluaUlC Hal UWdl C UUIIlalllb [[cai.il lUUipriMllg all 
arhitriifv cnhcpt fif cqiH c vet Am 11 fi it«llii*if1 priori Hpntlv 

of any physical reconnection of said plurality of 
system units [[within said computerll, wherein each 
of said one or more software-confieurable 


hardware domains includes an arhitrarv subset of 

MM* Ulf HI \s UVlllHIlli] IllVlUUvil MA 1/111 Ml J <J KJ \J 1 


said plurality of svstem units; and 


a computer controller responsive to said 
commands for specifying to said domain 
configurator which of said system units 
belong to each of said hardware domains: 




a domain filter coupled to all of said system 
units for electronically inhibiting at least 
some of said control signals originating in 
those of said system units within one of said 
domains from affecting certain of said 


a domain filter coupled to ffallll each of said plurality 
of system units [[forlland configured to 
electronically inhibit! [ing]] at least some of said 
control signals originating in [[those of said]] system 
units [[withinllbelongine to a given one of said 
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system units outside said one domain, 
wherein said domain filter is coupled to at 
least one of said global routers for inhibiting 
transactions on said one global router 
originating in those of said system units 
within one of said domains from being 
received in certain of said system units 
outside said one domain. 



hardware domains from affecting [[certain of said]] 
system units [[outside]] not belonging to said given 
one of said hardware domains, wherein said domain 
filter is further coupled to [[at least one of said 
global routers for]] inhibit [[ing]] transactions 
originating in [[those of said]] system units [[within]] 
belonging to said given one of said hardware 
domains from being received in [[certain of]] said 
system units [[outside]] not belonging to said given 
one of said hardware domains. 
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While claims 40 and 57 are both broadened in certain respects relative to the issued claim 
1, these claims do not improperly recapture subject matter under the Federal Circuit's three-part 
test set forth in Pannu v. Storz Instruments, Inc., 258 F.3d 1366 (Fed. Cir. 2001). Pannu sets 
forth this test as follows: 

The first step is to 'determine whether and in what aspect the reissue claims are 

broader than the patent claims.'.... 

The second step is to determine whether the broader aspects of the reissued claim 
related to surrendered subject matter' .... 

Finally, the court must determine whether the reissued claims were materially narrowed 

in other respects to avoid the recapture rule. 
Id. at 1371 (emphasis added). The MPEP also provides a detailed overview of the 
process for recapture analysis. See MPEP § 1412.02. 

The Federal Circuit's Three-Part Recapture Test As Applied to Claim 40 

First step 

As shown in the Table above, claim 40 is broader than issued claim 1 with respect to the 
"removable/replaceable" and "computer controller" limitations. 
Second step 

Applicant and the Examiner appear to primarily disagree whether the broadened 
limitations in claim 40 relate to "surrendered subject matter." As described above, during 
prosecution of the '445 application, original application claim 1 was canceled, and claim 2 
(previously dependent upon claim 1) was rewritten in independent form incorporating the 
limitations of claim 1 . 

The Examiner's position appears to be that none of the limitations of claim 1 explicitly 
incorporated into claim 2 during prosecution can be broadened via reissue. Applicant 
respectfully submits that this position is flatly wrong. On the contrary, Applicant submits that, to 
the extent that any limitations in issued claim 1 might be subject to recapture, it is the additional 
limitations found in originally filed claim 2: "wherein said domain filter is coupled to at least 
one of said global routers for inhibiting transactions on said one global router originating in those 
of said system units within one of said domains from being received in certain of said system 
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units outside said one domain." This language however is unchanged in reissue claim 40, 
The MPEP provides the following hypothetical: 

The original application claims recite limitations A+B+C, and the Office action 
rejection combines two references to show A+B+C. In the amendment replying to 
the Office action, applicant adds limitation D to A+B+C in the claims, but makes 
no argument as to that addition. The examiner then allows the claims. Even 
though there is no argument as to the addition of limitation D, it must be 
presumed that the D limitation was added to obviate the rejection. 

MPEP § 1412.02. In this example, the difference between the original claim and the amended 
claim is the addition of limitation D. Slightly modifying the MPEP's example, consider two 
original claims, an independent one reciting A+B+C and a dependent claim adding D. If the 
independent claim were cancelled in response to an art restriction and its features incorporated 
into the (allowed) dependent claim, the difference between the canceled independent claim 
(A+B+C) and the amended dependent claim (A+B+C+D) would once again be D. To the extent 
that any limitation in these examples is potentially subject to recapture, it is D (although this is 
not necessarily the case). 

With respect to reissue claim 40, however, the "removable/replaceable" and "computer 
controller" limitations are analogous to limitations A, B, and C in the above example. This is 
true because these limitations were part of application claim 1 and not the additional features 
added by application claim 2. Accordingly, recapture cannot exist with respect to these 
limitations. 

The Examiner's position appears to be that because the "removable/replaceable" and 
"computer controller" limitations were "added to" dependent claim 2 during prosecution, these 
limitations cannot be broadened (or removed) during reissue. This rationale is flawed, however, 
because dependent claim 2 already included these limitations by virtue of its dependency on 
independent claim 1. Accordingly, it is flatly incorrect to suggest that the 
"removable/replaceable" and "computer controller" limitations relate to surrendered subject 
matter when they were already part of claim 2. 

Because the broadening in claim 40 does not relate to surrendered subject matter, the 
recapture analysis need proceed no further than the second step of the Federal Circuit's three-part 

1 Applicant notes that even this limitation can be broadened via reissue. See MPEP § 1412.02. 
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test. The third step of the Federal Circuit's test confirms this conclusion. 
Third Step 

With respect to the third step, MPEP § 1412.02 section states that "two different types of 

analysis must be performed." 

First the reissue claims must be compared to the canceled claims of the application. 

Here, the relevant canceled claim is application claim 1, which was canceled during prosecution 

of the '445 application. No recapture exists when reissue claim 40 is analyzed with respect to 

canceled claim 1 , because reissue claim 40 is narrower in scope than cancelled claim 1 in at least 

one aspect; namely, the "wherein said domain filter is coupled to at least one of said global 

routers. . ." limitation originally found in application claim 2. On this point the MPEP states: 

Assume combination AB was originally presented in the application, and was 

amended in response to an art rejection to add element C and thus provide ABC 

(after which the patent issued). The reissue claims are then directed to combination 

ABbroadenedC. The ABbroadenedC claims are narrower in scope when compared with 

the canceled claim subject matter AB in respect to the addition of C (which was 

added in the application to overcome the art), and there is no recapture . 

MPEP § 1412.02 (emphasis in original). Thus, the first type of analysis required under the 

Federal Circuit's "third step" confirms there is no recapture with respect to claim 40. 

Second , the reissue claims must be compared to the patent claims. Where there is 

broadening and narrowing of the reissue claims vis-a-vis the patent claims, the broadening and 

narrowing must be analyzed to determine whether the reissue claims are barred as relating to 

surrendered subject matter. The situation here is precisely the situation described in (2b) of the 

MPEP's analysis of the three-step recapture test: 

(c) Reissue Claims are Narrower or Equal in Scope, in Area Directed to 
Amendment/Argument Made to Overcome Art Rejection in Original 
Prosecution; are Broader in Scope in Area Not Directed to the 
Amendment/Argument: 

In this instance, there is no recapture . 

See MPEP § 1412.02 (emphasis in original). As stated above, Applicant submits that the 
"removable/replaceable" and "computer controller" limitations, which are omitted in claim 40, 
do not correspond to surrendered subject matter. 
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With respect to reissue claim 57, the Examiner has stated no grounds for rejection under 
the recapture doctrine beyond those stated for claim 40. See, e.g., Office Action of September 
29, 2005, at 35. Accordingly, Applicant submits that reissue claim 57 is not subject to recapture 
for the reasons set forth above for claim 40. 

Claim 53 

The Examiner also rejected claim 53 under the recapture doctrine, stating that an 
argument during prosecution was allegedly directed toward the "removable/replaceable" 
limitation of application claim 36, therefore precluding omission of this limitation in reissue 
claim 53. 

Reissue claim 53 can be viewed as a broader version of issued claim 34 of the '938 
patent. Differences between these two claims are as follows: 
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Issued Claim 34 


Reissue Claim 53 


34. A multiprocessor computer having hardware 

Hnmains vnrinhlv pnnficmrfihlp hv rnmmanHc finm 
UUUiauio vai laUl Y l/UilllgUl auiw Uy ^UllllllallUo 11 Will 

an operator, said computer comprising: 


53. A multiprocessor computer having hardware 

UUillalllo Vol laUiy VvUllllgUIaUIC Uy vUIIllIlaJlUo liUIIl 

an operator, said computer comprising: 


o nliirolitv nf QPnaratp cvctpm unite frvr nprfrvrmincy 
a UlUlallljr Ul oCUalalC DjrolClll Uilllo 1U1 UC1 1U1 Illlllg 

sequences of transactions, each said system unit 

hpino innivirii iq 1 1\7 iVhwcipolh/ T*pmr\\/c*h1 p atiH 
ucmg mui viuuaiiy uiiyoi^aiiy iciiiuvauic aiiu 

replaceable within said computer, and each 
including at least one of 


q niiiT*olit\7 rtf cpnorofp 0"\/ot£»m unite frvr i-i^rfrYrminrr 

a pi m amy ui separate system uniis iur pcrionmng 
sequences of transactions, [[each said system unit 
ueing lnmviauaiiy pnysicaiiy removauie ana 
replaceable within said computer, and]] each 
including at least one of: 


nrnrp^^nr unit for crpnprjitinty aHHrpeepe within a 

L)l UvLoOUl U111L 1VF1 g&llt/l ailllt^ aUUlVDo&O Wlllllll a 

predetermined global range, 


a nrn^PCCAr unit fnr crpn e^rcx ti n rr oHHrPcepe wr\ th 1 n a 
a piUtCSoUI Uilll 1U1 gCUCldtlllg aUUlCaoCS) Wlllllll a 

predetermined global range, 


a memory unit for storing data at a set of 

5iHHrpeepe within QfliH nrpHptprminpH olnhnl rsincrp 
auuicooV/O winiiii oaiu jji^ucidiiiiiicu giuual laiigc, 


a memory unit for storing data at a set of addresses 

within cniH nrp^pfprminpH crlrVhol ronop can ft 
Wlllllll oalU Ul CUC LCI 11 111 1CU glUUal lallgC, 411U 


an input/output adapter for generating and/or 

tpppivith* fi ept nf* JiHHrpeepe within eaiH 

l w^/^/i v nig a o\^i \J i auui^jjLQ winiiii oaiu 

predetermined global range; 


an input/output adapter for generating and/or 

rprpivino 5* cpt nf oHHrpccpc \i/ithin caiH 
ICL/Clvlllg a bCl Ul aUUICadCb Wlllllll oalU 

predetermined global range; 


a global address router coupled to said system 
units for transferring addresses generated in any 
of said system units to others of said system units; 


a global address router coupled to said system units 
for transferring addresses generated in any of said 
system units to others of said system units; 


a global data router for transferring data from any 

nf eaiH cvctpm unite to nthpre nf* eaifl Qviffm unite* 
yji oaiu ajfoit/iii uiiiio iv/ uuitio ui oaiu oyoiviu Ltiuio, 


a global data router for transferring data from any of 

cmH evetptn unite trv r*thpt*c r\f cqiH cvctpm unite* 
oalU ojrolCHI Uilllo IU UL11C1S Ul SalU SjrSlCIll Uilllo, 


a control-signal distributor for communicating a 
plurality of control signals from any of said 
system units to all others of said system units for 
affecting the entire operation of all of said system 
units in response to error and status conditions 

r\cr*i iTT"in ct in coi/i on\/ ci/ctpm unit* 

ui/UUiiiJig in oaiu ally syoiciu mm, 


a control-signal distributor for communicating a 
plurality of control signals from any of said system 
units to all others of said system units for affecting 
the entire operation of all of said system units in 
response to error and status conditions occurring in 

coin o*i\/ ewet^'tm imit* 

sdiu any system unii, 


a domain configurator for electronically dividing 
said computer into a plurality of software- 
configurable hardware domains each comprising 

an 5H"hitr5iT*v cnhcpt nf cmr? cvctpm unite 
all alUlllal y aUUoCl Ul jalU oyolCUl Uilllo 

independently of any physical reconnection of 
said system units within said computer; 


a domain configurator for electronically dividing 
said computer into a plurality of software- 
configurable hardware domains each comprising an 

oi"hitf*Qi*\/ ciiho**t r\T coir? cv/ot^Tn unite in/l^n^Ti/l^nth/ 
alUlLlaiy SUUSCl Ul SalU System UI11LS lllUCpCIlUCIlLiy 

of any physical reconnection of said system units 
within said computer; 


a computer controller responsive to said 
commands for specifying to said domain 
configurator which of said system units belong to 
each of said hardware domains; 




a domain filter coupled to all of said system units 
for electronically inhibiting at least some of said 
control signals originating in those of said system 
units within one of said domains from affecting 
certain of said system units outside said one 
domain. 


a domain filter coupled to all of said system units 
for electronically inhibiting at least some of said 
control signals originating in those of said system 
units within one of said domains from affecting 
certain of said system units outside said one 
domain. 
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As can be seen, reissue claim 53 does not include the phrase "each said system unit being 
individually physically removable and replaceable within said computer." The Examiner alleges 
improper broadening because this limitation is not in reissue claim 53, arguing that this 
limitation cannot be omitted because of an argument allegedly advanced during prosecution. See 
Office Action of September 29, 2005 (citing alleged argument-based recapture at page 12 of the 
Office Action Response of September 14, 1998). 

In an Office Action Response dated September 14, 1998 in the '445 application, the 
Applicant canceled rejected claims 1 and 13, rewrote several objected to claims in independent 
form, and added new claims 36-41, including independent claim 36. In arguing for the 
patentability of new claim 36 over the cited art (including U.S. Patent No. 5,710,938 to Dahl), 
Applicant stated as follows: 

New claim 36 reflects a difference in the present invention that is absent from any 
valid combination of the cited art. The cited patent to Dahl communicated 
"messages" from one processor to another over routing circuit 10. These 
messages represent input/output data produced by instructions executing in one 
processor and operated upon by another processor in the array. The messages are 
addressed by the sending processor to a specific receiving processor. These two 
aspects, among others, clearly differentiate the routing circuits 10 from the 
'control-signal distributor' of the present invention. As clearly stated on page 
10, lines 13-22, for example, the control signals represent error and status 
conditions rather than the results of computation, and they are hard-wired to all 
the system units, rather than being selectively connected to certain processors 
under the control of those processors. That is, Dahl's routing circuits correspond 
to Applicant's data routers, and not to the control-signal distributor. Further, the 
signals carried by Dahl's routing circuits only provide data for computations; this 
data does not affect the operation of the entire system in any way-such as shutting 
the whole system down, or interrupting instruction execution of all the system 
units while a memory fault clears in one of them. 

New claim 36 is drawn to this difference in operation. First, the system conditions 
are recited to be "error and status conditions," as opposed to the computational 
data carried by Dahl's routing circuits. Second, the control signals travel from 
any one of the system units to "all" other system units, not to Dahl's selectable on 
of the other units. Finally, as stated above, Dahl's routing circuits never affect 'the 
entire operation' of all of the system units. 

See Office Action of September 14, 1998 at 12 (emphasis added). Application claim 36 issued 

as claim 34 in the '938 patent. 

Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goetzel Page 22 of 55 
Appeal Brief5 18 1-92401 



Applicant submits that any "arguments" in this passage (e.g., the bolded language) 
clearly refer to the "control-signal distributor" limitation of application claim 36. Because this 
limitation has not been broadened in any way in reissue claim 53, there is no issue of recapture 
here. 

The Examiner, however, appears to make an argument regarding the following sentence 
from the above passage: "As clearly stated on page 10, lines 13-22, for example, the control 
signals represent error and status conditions rather than the results of computation, and they are 
hard-wired to all the system units, rather than being selectively connected to certain processors 
under the control of those processors." In particular, the Examiner claims this passage is an 
argument directed to the "removable/replaceable" limitation of application claim 36: 

[I]n the page 12 of the September 14, 1998 [Office Action Response], applicant 
also argued that prior art was directed to hard-wired to all system units. 
Applicant's limitation of removable/replaceable was certainly not hard-wired. 
This agreement [sic: argument] was used to overcome the prior art rejection. 
Applicant had argued in substance that the prior art was hardwired to all system 
units while the patented claim included the system unit being individually 
physically removable and replaceable. Therefore, improper recapture exists. 

See Final Office Action of April 6, 2006 at 1 1. 

As stated above, the quoted passage plainly refers to the "control-signal distributor" 
limitation of claim 36, which recites: 

a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control signals from 
any of said system units to all others of said system units for affecting the entire 
operation of all of said system units in response to error and status conditions 
occurring in said any system unit. 

See Response to Office Action of June 12, 1998 at 9 (emphasis added). As can be seen from the 
claim language, the "control-signal distributor" is for "communicating a plurality of control 
signals from any of said system units to all others of said system units." Id. In contrast, the 
Applicant stated that Dahl's "control signals represent error and status conditions rather than the 
results of computation, and they are hard-wired to all the system units, rather than being 
selectively connected to certain processors under the control of those processors." See Office 
Action of September 14, 1998 at 12 (emphasis added). In other words, Applicant was simply 
stating that Dahl did not have the recited "control-signal distributor" because Dahl's "control 
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signals" were "hard-wired to all the system units," and would thus have no need of such a 
feature. Thus, in no way was Applicant referring to the "removable/replaceable" limitation of 
claim 36 in the above-quoted passage. This is particularly true since the 
"removable/replaceable" limitation is directed to a property of "each said system unit" ("a 
plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of transactions, each said system unit 
being individually physically removable and replaceable within said computer"), while 
Applicant's comments during prosecution were directed to "control signals" in Dahl being "hard- 
wired" between "system units." 

Applicant thus submits that no argument-based recapture exists with respect to reissue 
claim 53. 

Claim 63 

The Examiner also rejected reissue claim 63 under the recapture doctrine. In particular, 

the Examiner objected to the omission of the "control-signal distributor" limitation. See Office 

Action of September 29, 2005 at 3. Although Applicant disagreed that recapture existed, 

Applicant nevertheless amended reissue claim 63 to recite a "control-signal distributor." See 

Office Action Response of January 3, 2006 at 8. Reissue claim 63 now recites: 

63. (Once Amended) A method of partitioning a computer system having a 
plurality of system units into one or more independent hardware domains, said 
method comprising: 

receiving specification data defining a first subset of said plurality of system units 
for inclusion within a first hardware domain; 

loading said specification data into a domain filter and causing each system unit 
belonging to said first subset of said plurality of system units to be responsive to a 
first set of control signals in a control-signal distributor, and to cause system 
units not belonging to said first subset of said plurality of system units to be 
unresponsive to said first set of control signals; and 

in response to said loading said specification data into said domain filter causing 
each system unit belonging to said first subset of said plurality of system units to 
be responsive to addresses originating from said system units belonging to said 
first subset of said plurality of system units, and causing each system unit 
belonging to said first subset of said plurality of system units to be unresponsive 
to addresses originating from said system units not belonging to said first subset 
of said plurality of system units. 

See Office Action Response of January 3, 1006 at 8 (emphasis added). Clearly, then, claim 63 
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currently recites a "control-signal distributor." 

In the Office Action of April 6, 2006, however, the Examiner did not even acknowledge 
the amendment to claim 63, and instead maintained the § 251 rejection of this claim. Applicant 
submits that this rejection was in error, and that the recapture rejection of claim 63 is now moot. 

2) Section 102 Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected 8 of the 12 pending independent claims (1, 10, 12, 16, 20, 34, 
40, and 53) under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) based on U.S. Patent No. 5,473,599 to Li et al. 
Li 

Li is entitled "Standby Router Protocol." The abstract of Li is as follows: 

A system and protocol are provided for routing data packets from a host on a 
LAN through a virtual address belonging to a group of routers. The host is 
configured to point to the virtual address so that the packets it sends out of its 
LAN are always directed to a virtual router which may be any one of the group of 
routers. An active router in the group of routers emulates the virtual router. A 
standby router, also from the group of routers, backs up the active router so that if 
the active router becomes inoperative, the standby router automatically begins 
emulating the virtual router. The host router does not know which router from the 
group is actually handling the data packets it sends. If the standby router becomes 
inoperative or takes over for the active router, other routers in the group hold an 
election to determine which of them should take over for the standby router. 

See Li (Abstract). Thus, Li is directed to "routing data packets from a host on a LAN." Id. In 
particular, Li teaches a "group of routers," one of which is an "active router." Id. Because the 
"host is configured to point to the virtual address," Li discloses a "virtual router which may be 
any one of the group of routers." Id. Li goes to disclose a "standby router" that "backs up the 
active router so that if the active router becomes inoperative, the standby router automatically 
begins emulating the virtual router." Id. If the "standby router ... takes over for the active 
router, other routers in the group hold an election to determine which of them should take over 
for the standby router." Id. 
Claim 1 

In contrast to Li's teachings of "routing data packets from a host on a LAN" using a 

"standby router," consider currently pending claim 1 : 

1. A multiprocessor computer having hardware domains variably configurable by 
commands from an operator, said computer comprising: 

plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of 
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transactions, each said system unit being individually physically removable and 
replaceable within said computer, and each including at least one of: 

a processor unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global 
range, 

a memory unit for storing data at a set of addresses within said 

predetermined global range, and 
an input/output adapter for generating and/or receiving a set of 
addresses within said predetermined global range; 
a global address router coupled to said system units for transferring 
addresses generated in any of said system units to others of said system units; 

a global data router for transferring data from any of said system units to 
others of said system units; 

a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control 
signals from any of said system units to others of said system units for affecting 
the operation of all of said system units in response to conditions occurring in said 
any system unit; 

a domain configurator for electronically dividing said computer into a 
plurality of software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an arbitrary 
subset of said system units independently of any physical reconnection of said 
system units within said computer; 

a computer controller responsive to said commands for specifying to said 
domain configurator which of said system units belong to each of said hardware 
domains; 

a domain filter coupled to all of said system units for electronically 
inhibiting at least some of said control signals originating in those of said system 
units within one of said domains from affecting certain of said system units 
outside said one domain, wherein said domain filter is coupled to at least one of 
said global routers for inhibiting transactions on said one global router originating 
in those of said system units within one of said domains from being received in 
certain of said system units outside said one domain. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Li (as can be seen from its Abstract) is plainly and 
fundamentally different from the pending claims (for example, claim 1). 

Most basically, Li does not disclose a "multiprocessor computer," as recited in claim 1. 
Instead, Li teaches "A system and protocol are provided for routing data packets from a host on a 
LAN." See Li Abstract. In the present Office Action, the Examiner argues that because Li 
discloses "host HI," "host H2," and a "LAN," then Li teaches a "multiprocessor computer." 
Note that Li defines "host" as "a PC or other arbitrary network entity residing on a LAN and 
communicating with network entities outside of its own LAN through a router or bridge." Li at 
4:7-9. Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's characterization of Li, and submits 
that the reference teaches nothing more than a first computer ("host HI") coupled to a second 
computer ("host H2") via a local area network ("LAN"). See Li, Fig. 2b. By Li's own 
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definition, each "host" is its own "entity" — for example, a personal computer ("PC"). This 
arrangement is not a "multiprocessor computer" as recited in claim 1. 

Given that Li does not teach or suggest a "multiprocessor computer" as recited in claim 1, 
it follows that Li also does not teach or suggest a "multiprocessor computer" comprising any of 
the various elements recited in claim 1. For example, Li does not teach or suggest "a 
multiprocessor computer having hardware domains variably configurable by commands from an 
operator," as recited in claim 1 . The Examiner has not pointed to any passage in Li that even 
refers to "domains," let alone "a multiprocessor computer having hardware domains that are 
"variably configurable." In the present Office Action, the Examiner asserts that elements R1-R7 
are "hardware domains." See Office Action of April 6, 2006 at 5 (citing Fig. 2b and 7:30-61 as 
teaching this limitation). As can be seen from Li, however, elements R1-R7 in Fig. 2b are each 
"routers." See Li at 7:45-50. Applicant respectfully submits that elements R1-R7 do not teach 
"hardware domains variably configurable by commands from an operator," much less this 
limitation within a "multiprocessor computer" (as recited in claim 1). Thus, even if the coupling 
of "host HI" to "host H2" via a "LAN" in Li were a "multiprocessor computer" as recited in 
claim 1 (which it is not), Li does not teach or suggest "hardware domains variably configurable 
by commands from an operator," as also recited in that claim. Applicant submits that the "IP 
addresses programmed by the programmer" (see col. 15, lines 30-35 cited by the Examiner at pp. 
4-5 of the Office Action of September 29, 2005) do not constitute "hardware domains variably 
configurable by commands from an operator" within a "multiprocessor computer." 

Applicant respectfully submits that Li does not teach many of the other limitations of 
claim 1. Li does not teach a "plurality of separate system units ... each said system unit being 
individually physically removable and replaceable within said computer." For this limitation, the 
Examiner states that Li's "routers" are the "plurality of separate system units." See Office 
Action of September 29, 2005 at 5. The Examiner cites col. 4, lines 10-14 and 25 7 28 for the 
routers being "physically removable and replaceable within said computer." First, as noted 
above, the LAN configuration of Li is not a "multiprocessor computer" as recited in claim 1. 
Accordingly, the routers of Li are not "physically removable and replaceable within said 
computer" as recited in claim 1. Furthermore, col. 4, lines 10-14 and 25-28 do not teach the 
routers being "physically removable and replaceable within said computer." Instead these 
passages simply provide as follows: 
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A "router" is a piece of hardware which operates at the network layer to direct 
packets between various LANs of the network. The network layer generally 
allows pairs of entities in a network to communicate with each other by finding a 
path through a series of connected nodes. 

A MAC address is generally intended to apply to a specific physical device no 
matter where it is plugged into the network. Thus, a MAC address is generally 
hardcoded into the device~on a router's ROM, for example. 

Li at col. 4, lines 10-14, 25-28. (In fact, the cited definition of "router," again confirms that Li is 
not directed to a "multiprocessor computer" as recited in claim 1.) 

Even though Li discloses a "router," it does not disclose a "global address router" or 
"global data router" or a "control-signal distributor" as recited in claim 1 since Li does not 
disclose the recited "plurality of separate system units" as recited above. 

Li certainly does not teach or suggest a "a domain configurator for electronically dividing 
said computer into a plurality of software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an 
arbitrary subset of said system units independently of any physical reconnection of said system 
units within said computer." First, as stated above, Li does not disclose a "multiprocessor 
computer" as recited in claim 1 . Second, the Examiner does not actually point to anything in Li 
as constituting the "domain configurator," but simply states "see how the R1-R7 divided in 
groups in fig. 2b, col. 7, lines 30-61." See Office Action of September 29, 2005 at 6. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the fact that elements R1-R7 may be "divided in groups" in Li is an 
insufficient showing of the recited limitation. Third, above and beyond these deficiencies, the 
Examiner has not shown any teaching or suggestion of "software-configurable domains each 
comprising an arbitrary subset of said system units independently of any physical reconnection 
of said system units within said computer" as recited in claim 1 . 

Still further, Li does not teach or suggest the "computer controller" recited in claim 1 at 
least because Li does not teach or suggest the recited "domain configurator," which is recited in 
the computer controller limitation of claim 1 . 

Finally, Li does not teach or suggest the recited "domain filter coupled to all of said 
system units for electronically inhibiting at least some of said control signals originating in those 
of said system units within one of said domains from affecting certain of said system units 
outside said one domain, wherein said domain filter is coupled to at least one of said global 
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routers for inhibiting transactions on said one global router originating in those of said system 
units within one of said domains from being received in certain of said system units outside said 
one domain" of claim 1 . The Examiner does not even identify a "domain filter" in Li, but simply 
points to Fig. 7, which is simply a "chart showing the events which cause a router of Fig. 6 to 
change states." Li at col. 3, lines 64-65. Even assuming Fig. 7 suggests the recited "domain 
filter" (which it does not), it certainly does not teach or suggest a "domain filter" that is "coupled 
to all of said system units for electronically inhibiting at least some of said control signals 
originating in those of said system units within one of said domains from affecting certain of said 
system units outside said one domain" or one that is "coupled to at least one of said global 
routers for inhibiting transactions on said one global router originating in those of said system 
units within one of said domains from being received in certain of said system units outside said 
one domain." 

In sum, Applicant asserts that the Examiner's use of Li to reject claim 1 is fundamentally 
flawed, and that Li does not anticipate this claim. 

Claims 2, 4, and 6, 8, and 9 

Applicant submits that dependent claims 2, 4, and 6, 8 and 9 are patentably distinct over 
Li for at least the reasons specified for claim 1 . 

Claims 3 and 5 

Applicant submits that claims 3 and 5 are patentably distinct over Li for at least the 
reasons specified for claim 1. Additionally, Applicant submits that, contrary to the Examiner's 
assertion, col. 5, lines 50-59 does not teach or suggest "wherein said global address router has 
multiple paths coupled to all of said system units for carrying a plurality of transactions between 
different subsets of said system units simultaneously," as recited in claims 3 and 5. 
Claim 10 

Applicant submits that claim 10 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 1. Additionally, Applicant submits that Li does not teach or suggest "said 
domain configurator further combining a plurality of said hardware domains in to a domain 
capacitor comprising an arbitrary subset of said domains independently of any physical 
reconnection of said system units within said computer," as recited in claim 10. Applicant has 
reviewed the Examiner's rejection found at page 7 of the office action of September 29, 2005, 
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and can find no teaching of this limitation in Li. 
Claim 11 

Applicant submits that claim 1 1 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 10. Additionally, Applicant submits that Li does not teach or suggest 
therein one of said domains within said domain cluster includes physical memory accessible 
within said predetermined shared address range by a different domain within said domain 
cluster," as recited in claim 1 1 . Applicant has reviewed the passage cited by the Examiner as 
allegedly teaching this limitation, col. 6, lines 45-50 of Li and while this passage teaches 
"addresses which are shared by a group of routers," this passage does not teach the additional 
limitations of claim 11. Indeed, col. 6, lines 45-50 states that the addresses referred to by the 
Examiner are "virtual memory," as recited by claim 11. Applicant submits that Li does not teach 
the concept of a "domain cluster," as recited in claim 1 1 . 

Claim 12 

Applicant submits that claim 12 is patentably distinct over Li because, as specified above 
in relation to claim 1, Li does not teach or suggest "a computer having a plurality of system 
units, a global address router, a global data router, a control-signal distributor, and a domain 
filter," as recited in claim 12. 

Claim 16 

Applicant submits that claim 16 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 12 (and, by extension, claim 1). Additionally, Applicant submits that Li does 
not teach steps (j) and (k) as recited in claim 16. Applicant has reviewed the passage cited by the 
Examiner as allegedly teaching these limitations and respectfully submits that the Examiner does 
not satisfy the burden that Li teaches or suggests these limitations. 

Claim 18 

Applicant submits that claim 18 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 1. Additionally, Applicant submits that the Examiner has not specifically 
identified any passage that teaches or suggests "wherein step (k) disables less than all of said 
system units outside said first domain," as recited in claim 18. 

Claim 19 

Applicant submits that claim 19 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
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specified for claim 16. Additionally, Applicant submits that the Examiner has not specifically 
identified a teaching or suggestion in Li that relates to the additional limitations of claim 19. 

Claim 20 

Applicant submits that claim 20 is patentable distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 1. Applicant also states that the Examiner, in rejecting claim 20, has 
provided no analysis of the how the means plus function limitations of this claim are met by Li. 

Claims 21 and 23-25 

Applicant submits that claims 21 and 23-25 are patentably distinct over Li for at least the 
reasons specified for claim 20. Additionally, Applicant submits that the passage cited by the 
Examiner as allegedly teaching the additional limitations of these claims, col. 5, lines 35-39, 
does not teach "a shared-memory register" as recited in claims 23-25. 

Claim 34 

Applicant submits that claim 34 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 1 . 

Claim 35 

Applicant submits that claim 35 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 34. 

Claim 37 

Applicant submits that claim 37 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 12. 

Claim 38 

Applicant submits that claim 38 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 37 (and by extension claim 12). 

Claim-39 

Applicant submits that claim 39 is patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 16. 

Claims 40-41, 46 

Applicant submits that claims 40-41, and 46 are patentably distinct over Li for at least the 
reasons specified for claim 1. 
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Claims 42 and 44 

Applicant submits that dependent claims 42 and 44 are patentably distinct over Li for at 
least the reasons specified for claim 1. 

Claims 43 and 45 

Applicant submits that claims 43 and 45 are patentably distinct over Li for at least the 
reasons specified for claim 40. Additionally, Applicant submits that claims 43 and 45 are also 
patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons specified for claims 3 and 5. 

Claims 53-55 

Applicant submits that claims 53-55 are patentably distinct over Li for at least the reasons 
specified for claim 1 . 

3) Section 103 Rejections (Li/Raab) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 7, 22, 26, 29, 30, 31-33, and 47 under 35 U.S.C § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Li in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,751,967 to Raab et al. 
Claim 7 

Applicant submits that claim 7 is patentably distinct over Li and Raab for at least the 
reasons specified for claim 1; namely that Li does not teach many of the limitations of that claim. 
Accordingly, Applicant submits that even if Li and Raab were combined, it would not yield the 
claimed combination recited in claim 7. Additionally, Applicant notes that Raab teaches a 
"networking system" and not a "multi-processor computer" as recited in claim 7. 
Claim 22 

Applicant submits that claim 22 is patentably distinct over Li and Raab for at least the 
reasons specified for claim 20. Additionally, Applicant submits that the proposed combination 
of Li and Raab does not yield the claimed combination recited in claim 22, for reasons similar to 
those specified for claim 7. 
Claim 26 

Applicant submits that independent claim 26 is patentably distinct over Li and Raab for at 
least the reasons specified for claims 1 and 7. 
Claims 29-33 

Applicant submits that claims 29-33 are patentably distinct over Li and Raab for at least 
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the reasons specified for claims 26. 
Claim 47 

Applicant submits that claim 47 is patentably distinct over Li and Raab for at least the 
reasons stated in relation to claims 1 and 7. 
4) Section 103 Rejections (Li/Hardwick) 

The Examiner rejected claims 13 and 36 as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
Li in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,550,816 to Hardwick et al. 
Claim 13 

Applicant submits that claim 13 is patentably distinct over Li and Hardwick for at least 
the reasons specified for claim 12. Accordingly, since the Examiner is merely relying on 
Hardwick to teach what are perceived to be the "missing" limitations of claim 13, Applicant 
submits that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness because it has 
not been shown that all limitations of claim 12 are taught or suggested by the cited art. 
Additionally, Applicant submits that Hardwick is directed to a "physical switching device for use 
in a communication network," and thus, like Li, is not directed to "a computer having a plurality 
of system units, a global address router, a global data router and a domain filter," as recited in 
claim 13. 
Claim 36 

Applicant submits that claim 36 is patentably distinct over Li and Hardwick for at least 
the reasons specified for claims 34 and 13. 
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VIII. CLAIMS APPENDIX 



The claims on appeal are as follows. 

1 . A multiprocessor computer having hardware domains variably configurable by commands 
from an operator, said computer comprising: 

plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of transactions, each 
said system unit being individually physically removable and replaceable within said computer, 
and each including at least one of: 

a processor unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global 

range, 

a memory unit for storing data at a set of addresses within said 
predetermined global range, and 

an input/output adapter for generating and/or receiving a set of addresses 
within said predetermined global range; 

a global address router coupled to said system units for transferring 
addresses generated in any of said system units to others of said system units; 

a global data router for transferring data from any of said system units to 
others of said system units; 

a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control 
signals from any of said system units to others of said system units for affecting the operation of 
all of said system units in response to conditions occurring in said any system unit; 

a domain configurator for electronically dividing said computer into a 
plurality of software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an arbitrary subset of said 
system units independently of any physical reconnection of said system units within said 
computer; 
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a computer controller responsive to said commands for specifying to said domain 
configurator which of said system units belong to each of said hardware domains; 

a domain filter coupled to all of said system units for electronically 
inhibiting at least some of said control signals originating in those of said system units within 
one of said domains from affecting certain of said system units outside said one domain, wherein 
said domain filter is coupled to at least one of said global routers for inhibiting transactions on 
said one global router originating in those of said system units within one of said domains from 
being received in certain of said system units outside said one domain. 

2. A computer according to claim 1, wherein said one global router is said global address router. 

3. A computer according to claim 2, wherein said global address router has multiple paths 
coupled to all of said system units for carrying a plurality of transactions between different 
subsets of said system units simultaneously. 

4. A computer according to claim 1, wherein said one global router is said global data router. 

5. A computer according to claim 4, wherein said global data router has multiple paths coupled 
to all of said system units for carrying data associated with a plurality of transactions between 
different subsets of said system units simultaneously. 

6. A computer according to claim 1, wherein said domain filter is coupled both to said global 
address router and to said global data router for inhibiting both addresses and data originating in 
those of said system units within one of said domains from being received in certain of said 
system units outside said one domain. 

7. A computer according to claim 1, wherein said domain filter includes: 

a connection for identifying which of said system units has generated a current address in 
said address router; 

at least one domain-mask register for each of said system units specifying which 
of said system units belong to which of said domains, 
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gating logic responsive to said source-identifying connection and to said domain-mask 
register for decoupling said system unit from all of said system units not in the same domain as 
said system unit having generated said current address. 

8. A computer according to claim 7, wherein said domain filter includes 

a plurality of cluster registers each identifying which of said system units belong to a 
domain cluster, and responsive to a current one of said transactions; 

a connection for transmitting a valid-transaction signal to each of said system units in 
said common cluster for any of said transactions originating from one of said system units 
belonging to said domain cluster. 

9. A computer according to claim 8, wherein said domain filter includes a shared-address 
register indicative of a range of shared addresses among different system units within said 
domain cluster. 

10. A multiprocessor computer having hardware domains variably configurable by commands 
from an operator, said computer comprising: 

a plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of transactions, each 
said system unit being individually physically removable and replaceable within said computer, 
and each including at least one of: 

a processor unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global range, 

a memory unit for storing data at a set of addresses within said predetermined 
global range, and 

an input/output adapter for generating and/or receiving a set of addresses within 
said predetermined global range; 

a global address router coupled to said system units for transferring addresses 
generated in any of said system units to others of said system units; 

a global data router for transferring data from any of said system units to others of 
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said system units; 

a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control signals from 
any of said system units to others of said system units for affecting the operation of all of said 
system units in response to conditions occurring in said any system unit; 

a domain configurator for electronically dividing said computer into a plurality of 
software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an arbitrary subset of said system 
units independently of any physical reconnection of said system units within said computer, said 
domain configurator further combining a plurality of said hardware domains into a domain 
cluster comprising an arbitrary subset of said domains independently of any physical 
reconnection of said system units within said computer; 

a computer controller responsive to said commands for specifying to said domain 
configurator which of said system units belong to each of said hardware domains, said computer 
controller being responsive to further ones of said commands for specifying to said domain 
configurator which of said system units belong to said domain cluster; 

a domain filter coupled to all of said system units for electronically inhibiting at 
least some of said control signals originating in those of said system units within one of said 
domains from affecting certain of said system units outside said one domain, said domain filter 
permitting said at least some control signals originating in those of said system units within said 
one domain to affect those of said systems units outside said one domain but within said domain 
cluster. 

11. A computer according to claim 10, wherein one of said domains within said domain cluster 
includes physical memory accessible within the same predetermined shared address range by a 
different domain within said domain cluster. 

12. A method of partitioning a computer having a plurality of system units, a global address 
router, a global data router, a control-signal distributor, and a domain filter into a plurality of 
independent hardware domains under programmable control, comprising: 

(a) starting a configuration modes; 
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(b) receiving specification data defining a subset of said system units for inclusion 
within one of said hardware domains; 

(c) loading said specification data into a domain filter so as to render those of said 
system units within said one domain responsive to certain control signals in said distributor, and 
to render others of said system units unresponsive to said distributor; 

(d) repeating steps (b) and (c) for further specification data defining a different 
subset of said system units; 

wherein step (c) is also responsive to said specification data for loading said domain filter 
so as to render those of said system units within said one domain responsive to addresses on said 
global address router originating from those of said system units within said one domain, and to 
render said system units within said first domain unresponsive to addresses on said global 
address router originating from at least some of those of said system units not within said first 
domain. 

13. A method according to claim 12, comprising the further steps of: 

(f) receiving second specification data defining a cluster of multiple ones of said 

domains; 

(g) loading said second data into said domain filter so as to render those of said 
system units within said cluster of domains responsive to addresses on said global address router 
originating from those of said system units within said cluster of domains. 

14. A method according to claim 13, comprising the further steps of: 

(h) receiving third specification data defining a shared range of addresses 
physically present within one of said domains, and accessible to other domains within said 
cluster of domains; 

(i) loading said third data into said domain filter so as to render those of said 
system units within said cluster of domains responsive to addresses on said global address router 
originating from those of said system units within said cluster of domains but only within said 
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shared range. 

15. A method according to claim 14, wherein said shared range is less than the total range of 
addresses of memory physically present on at least one of those system units within said domain 
cluster. 

16. A method of partitioning a computer having a plurality of system units, a global address 
router, a global data router, a control-signal distributor, and a domain filter into a plurality to 
independent hardware domains under programmable control, comprising: 

(a) starting a configuration mode; 

(b) receiving specification data defining a subset of said system units for inclusion 
within one of said hardware domains; 

(c) loading said specification data into a domain filter so as to render those of said 
system units within said one domain responsive to certain control signals in said distributor, and 
to render others of said system units unresponsive to said distributor; 

(d) repeating steps (b) and (c) for further specification data defining a different 
subset of said system units; and thereafter 

(j) broadcasting a transaction from one of said system units within said first 
domain via said global address router to all of said system units, both within and without said 
first domain; 

(k) filtering said transaction at each of said system units such that those of said 
system units within said first domain are enabled to respond to said transaction, and others of 
said system units outside said first domain are disabled from responding to said transaction. 

18. A method according to claim 16, wherein step (k) disables less than all of said system units 
outside said first domain. 

19. A method according to claim 16, wherein a plurality of said system units in different ones of 
said domains physically include memory having addresses within respective ranges, and wherein 
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said addresses of said respective ranges overlap at least partially. 

20. A system unit for a multiprocessor computer having a global address router, a global data 
router, and a control-signal distributor for interconnecting a plurality of other ones of said system 
units, said computer also having a computer controller, said system unit comprising: 

means coupled to both of said global routers for accepting at least one processor 
unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global range; 

means coupled to said global routers for accepting at least one memory unit for storing 
data at a set of addresses within said predetermined global range; 

means coupled to said global routers for accepting at least one input/output 
adapter for generating and/or receiving a set of addresses within said predetermined global 
range; 

means connected to at least one of said preceding means for generating control 
signals to said distributor, said control signals representing error conditions within said system 
unit, and for receiving control signals representing error conditions within said other system 
units; 

means for filtering said control signals such that only those control signals from 
selectable ones of said other units can affect the operation of said system unit; 

means connectible to said computer controller for selecting said ones of said other 

units. 

21. A system unit according to claim 20, said filtering means including: 

a domain mask register for holding data designating said selectable ones of said other 

units; 

gating means for passing certain signals from said selectable ones, and for 
blocking said certain signals from others of said system units. 

22. A system unit according to claim 21, further comprising means for loading variable data into 
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said domain mask register. 

23. A system unit according to claim 20, said filtering means including a shared-memory register 
for holding data designating memory physically installed on any of said system units in said 
computer in a portion of said global range as being accessible to said system unit. 

24. A system unit according to claim 23, further comprising means for loading variable data into 
said shared-memory register. 

25. A system unit according to claim 23, said filtering means including at least one further 
shared-memory register for holding data designating an address range comprising only a portion 
of said memory physically installed on said any system unit. 

26. One system unit of a plurality of system units for a multiprocessor computer including 

a global address router for transferring addresses originating in any of said system 
units to all others of said system units, each address of said addresses having a source identifier 
indicating which of said plurality of system units had originated said each address, 

a global data router for transferring data from any of said system units to all 
others of said system units, 

a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control signals from 
any of said system units to all others of said system units for affecting the operation of all of said 
system units in response to conditions occurring in said any system unit, 

a domain configurator for electronically dividing said computer into a plurality of 
software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an arbitrary subset of said system 
units independently of any physical reconnection of said system units within said computer, 

a computer controller responsive to said commands for specifying to said domain 
configurator which of said system units belong to each of said hardware domains, 

a domain filter coupled to all of said system units for electronically inhibiting at 
least some of said control signals originating in those of said system units within one of said 
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domains from affecting certain of said system units outside said one domain, said one system 
unit comprising: 

at least one subsystem connected to said global address router for coupling 
said addresses between said subsystem and any other of said system units, and connected to said 
global data router for transferring transaction data between said subsystem and any other of said 
system units, said subsystem being taken from the group consisting of 

a processor subsystem for executing transactions, 

a memory subsystem for storing data within said global range, 

an input/output subsystem for communicating with input/output adapters; 

at least one generator of said control signals coupled to said distributor; 

at least one receptor of said control signals; 

a domain writable mask register receiving from said computer controller a 
value representing which of said plurality of system units belong to the same domain as said one 
system unit; 

a comparator coupled to said domain mask register for producing an 
inhibiting signal when said source identifier indicates that said each address did not originate 
within said same domain, said inhibiting signal being coupled to said at least one subsystem so 
as to render it unresponsive to said each address. 

27. A system unit according to claim 26, wherein said domain configurator further combines a 
plurality of said hardware domains into a domain cluster comprising an arbitrary subset of said 
domains independently of any physical reconnection of said system units within said computer; 

at least one writable shared-memory mask register which of said plurality of 
system units belong to the same domain cluster as said one system unit, 

said comparator being further coupled to said domain mask register for producing 
said inhibiting signal when said source identifier indicates that said each address originated at 
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certain of said system units outside said same domain cluster. 

29. A system unit according to claim 26, wherein said at least one generator of said control 
signals forms a portion of a local address arbiter for requesting and receiving accesses to said 
global address router. 

30. A system unit according to claim 29, wherein said at least one receptor of said control signals 
further forms a portion of said local address arbiter. 

31. A system unit according to claim 26, wherein said one system unit includes at least two 
different ones of said subsystems. 

32. A system unit according to claim 31, wherein said one system unit includes all three of said 
subsystems. 

33. A system unit according to claim 26, wherein said processor subsystem includes a plurality 
of individual microprocessors. 

34. A multiprocessor computer having hardware domains variably configurable by commands 
from an operator, said computer comprising: 

a plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of transactions, each 
said system unit being individually physically removable and replaceable within said computer, 
and each including at least one of: 

a processor unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global 

range, 

a memory unit for storing data at a set of addresses within said 
predetermined global range, and 

an input/output adapter for generating and/or receiving a set of addresses 
within said predetermined global range; 

a global address router coupled to said system units for transferring 
addresses generated in any of said system units to others of said system units; 
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a global data router for transferring data from any of said system units to 
others of said system units; 

a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control 
signals from any of said system units to all others of said system units for affecting the entire 
operation of all of said system units in response to error and status conditions occurring in said 
any system unit; 

a domain configurator for electronically dividing said computer into a 
plurality of software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an arbitrary subset of said 
system units independently of any physical reconnection of said system units within said 
computer; 

a computer controller responsive to said commands for specifying to said 
domain configurator which of said system units belong to each of said hardware domains; 

a domain filter coupled to all of said system units for electronically 
inhibiting at least some of said control signals originating in those of said system units within 
one of said domains from affecting certain of said system units outside said one domain. 

35. A computer according to claim 34, wherein said domain filter is coupled to at least one of 
said global routers for inhibiting transactions on said one global router originating in those of 
said system units within one of said domains from being received in certain of said system units 
outside said one domain. 

36. A computer according to claim 34, wherein: 

said domain configurator further combines a plurality of said hardware domains into a 
domain cluster comprising an arbitrary subset of said domains independently of any physical 
reconnection of said system units within said computer; 

said computer controller is responsive to further ones of said commands for 
specifying to said domain configurator which of said system units belong to said domain cluster; 

said domain filter permitting said at least some control signals originating in those 
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of said system units within said one domain to affect those of said systems units outside said one 
domain but within said domain cluster. 

37. A method of partitioning a computer having a plurality of system units, a global address 
router, a global data router, a control-signal distributor coupled directly to every one of said 
system units, and a domain filter into a plurality of independent hardware domains under 
programmable control, comprising: 

(a) starting a configuration mode; 

(b) receiving specification data defining a subset of said system units for inclusion 
within one of said hardware domains; 

(c) loading said specification data into a domain filter so as to render those of said 
system units within said one domain responsive to certain control signals in said distributor, and 
to render others of said system units unresponsive to said distributor, said certain control signals 
representing error and status conditions occurring in any of said system units for affecting the 
operation of the entire system; 

(d) repeating steps (b) and (c) for further specification data defining a different 
subset of said system units. 

38. A method according to claim 37, wherein step (c) is also responsive to said specification 
data for loading said domain filter so as to render those of said system units within said one 
domain responsive to addresses on said global address router originating from those of said 
system units within said one domain, and to render said system units within said first domain 
unresponsive to addresses on said global address router originating from at least some of those of 
said system units not within said first domain. 

39. A method according to claim 37, further comprising the steps, performed after step (d), of: 

(e) broadcasting a transaction from one of said system units within said first 
domain via said global address router to all of said system units, both within and without said 
first domain; 
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(f) filtering said transaction at each of said system units such that those of said 
system units within said first domain are enabled to respond to said transaction, and others of 
said system units outside said first domain are disabled from responding to said transaction. 

40. A multiprocessor computer having hardware domains variable configurable by commands 
from an operator, said computer comprising: 

plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of transactions, each 
including at least one of: 

a processor unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global range, 

a memory unit for storing data at a set of addresses within said predetermined 
global range, and 

an input/output adapter for generating and/or receiving a set of addresses within 
said predetermined global range; 

a global address router coupled to said system units for transferring addresses 
generated in any of said system units to others of said system units; 

a global data router for transferring data from any of said system units to others of said 
system units; 

a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control signals from 
any of said system units to others of said system units for affecting the operation of all of said 
system units in response to conditions occurring in said any system unit; 

a domain configurator for electronically dividing said computer into a plurality of 
software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an arbitrary subset of said system 
units independently of any physical reconnection of said system units within said computer; and 

a domain filter coupled to all of said system units for electronically inhibiting at 
least some of said control signals originating in those of said system units within one of said 
domains from affecting certain of said system units outside said one domain, wherein said 
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domain filter is coupled to at least one of said global routers for inhibiting transactions on said 
one global router originating in those of said system units within one of said domains from being 
received in certain of said system units outside said one domain. 

41. A computer according to claim 40 further comprising a computer controller responsive to 
said commands for specifying to said domain configurator which of said system units belong to 
each of said hardware domains. 

42. A computer according to claim 41, wherein said one global router is said global address 
router. 

43. A computer according to claim 41, wherein said global address router has multiple paths 
coupled to all of said system units for carrying a plurality of transactions between different 
subsets of said system units simultaneously. 

44. A computer according to claim 41, wherein said one global router is said global data router. 

45. A computer according to claim 44, wherein said global data router has multiple paths 
coupled to all of said system units for carrying data associated with a plurality of transactions 
between different subsets of said system units simultaneously. 

46. A computer according to claim 41, wherein said domain filter is coupled both to said global 
address router and to said global data router for inhibiting both addresses and data originating in 
those of said system units within one of said domains from being received in certain of said 
system units outside said one domain. 

47. A computer according to claim 41, wherein said domain filter includes: 

a connection for identifying which of said system units has generated a current 
address in said address router; 

at least one domain-mask register for each of said system units specifying which 
of said system units belong to which of said domains; 

gating logic responsive to said source-identifying connection and to said domain- 

Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goetzel Page 47 of 55 
Appeal BriefS 181-92401 



mask register for decoupling said system unit from all of said system units not in the same 
domain as said system unit having generated said current address. 

48. A computer according to claim 47, wherein said domain filter includes 

a plurality of cluster registers each identifying which of said system units belong 
to a domain cluster, and responsive to a current one of said transactions; 

a connection for transmitting a valid-transaction signal to each of said system 
units in said common cluster for any of said transactions originating from one of said system 
units belonging to said domain cluster. 

49. A computer according to claim 48, wherein said domain filter includes a shared-address 
register indicative of a range of shared addresses among different system units within said 
domain cluster. 

53. A multiprocessor computer having hardware domains variably configurable by commands 
from an operator, said computer comprising: 

a plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of transactions, each 
including at least one of: 

a processor unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global range, 

a memory unit for storing data at a set of addresses within said predetermined 
global range, and 

an input/output adapter for generating and/or receiving a set of addresses within 
said predetermined global range; 

a global address router coupled to said system units for transferring addresses 
generated in any of said system units to others of said system units; 

a global data router for transferring data from any of said system units to others of 
said system units; 
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a control-signal distributor for communicating a plurality of control signals from 
any of said system units to all others of said system units for affecting the entire operation of all 
of said system units in response to error and status conditions occurring in said any system unit; 

a domain configurator for electronically dividing said computer into a plurality of 
software-configurable hardware domains each comprising an arbitrary subset of said system 
units independently of any physical reconnection of said system units within said computer; 

a domain filter coupled to all of said system units for electronically inhibiting at 
least some of said control signals originating in those of said system units within one of said 
domains from affecting certain of said system units outside said one domain. 

54. A computer according to claim 53, further comprising a computer controller responsive to 
said commands for specifying to said domain configurator which of said system units belong to 
each of said hardware domains. 

55. A computer according to claim 53, wherein said domain filter is coupled to at least one of 
said global routers for inhibiting transactions on said one global router originating in those of 
said system units within one of said domains from being received in certain of said system units 
outside said one domain. 

56. A computer according to claim 53, wherein: 

said domain configurator further combines a plurality of said hardware domains 
into a domain cluster comprising an arbitrary subset of said domains independently of any 
physical reconnection of said system units within said computer; 

said computer controller is responsive to further ones of said commands for 
specifying to said domain configurator which of said system units belong to said domain cluster; 

said domain filter permitting said at least some control signals originating in those 
of said system units within said one domain to affect those of said systems units outside said one 
domain but within said domain cluster. 

57. A computer system comprising: 
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a plurality of separate system units for performing sequences of transactions, 
each including at least a processor unit for generating addresses within a predetermined global 
range; 

a global address router coupled to said plurality of separate system units and 
configured to transfer addresses generated in any of said system units to others of said system 
units; 

a control-signal distributor configured to communicate a plurality of control 
signals from any of said system units to others of said system units for affecting the operation of 
all of said system units in response to conditions occurring in said any system unit; 

a domain configurator coupled to electronically partition said plurality of system 
units into one or more software-configurable hardware domains independently of any physical 
reconnection of said plurality of system units, wherein each of said one or more software- 
configurable hardware domains includes an arbitrary subset of said plurality of system units; and 

a domain filter coupled to each of said plurality of system units and configured to 
electronically inhibit at least some of said control signals originating in system units belonging to 
a given one of said hardware domains from affecting system units not belonging to said given 
one of said hardware domains, wherein said domain filter is further coupled to inhibit 
transactions originating in system units belonging to said given one of said hardware domains 
from being received in said system units not belonging to said given one of said hardware 
domains. 

58. The computer system according to claim 57, wherein said domain filter includes: 

a connection for identifying which of said plurality of system units has generated 
a current address in said global address router; 

a domain-mask register corresponding to each of said plurality of system units 
configured to specify to which of said hardware domains each of said plurality of system units 
belongs; and 

gating logic responsive to said connection and to said domain-mask register and 

Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goetzel Page 50 of 55 
Appeal Brief 5181-92401 



configured to decouple a system unit having generated said current address and belonging to a 
particular hardware domain from system units not belonging to said particular hardware domain. 

59. The computer system according to claim 58, wherein each of said plurality of system units 
may include a portion of said domain filter. 

60. The computer system according to claim 59, wherein said domain filter is further configured 
to group system units of one or more of said plurality of hardware domains into a cluster, 
wherein said system units of said one or more domains belonging to a given cluster share a range 
of addresses within a system memory space. 

61. The computer system according to claim 60, wherein said domain filter further comprising: 

a plurality of cluster registers each identifying to which cluster each of said 
plurality of system units belongs, wherein said plurality of cluster registers is responsive to a 
current one of said transactions; 

a second connection for transmitting a valid-transaction signal to each of said 
plurality of system units belonging to a given cluster for any of said transactions originating from 
one of said plurality of system units belonging to said given cluster. 

62. The computer system according to claim 60, wherein said domain filter further includes a 
shared-address register indicative of said range of addresses being shared among said system 
units of said one or more domains belonging to said given cluster. 

63. A method of partitioning a computer system having a plurality of system units into one or 
more independent hardware domains, said method comprising: 

receiving specification data defining a first subset of said plurality of system units 
for inclusion within a first hardware domain; 

loading said specification data into a domain filter and causing each system unit 
belonging to said first subset of said plurality of system units to be responsive to a first set of 
control signals in a control-signal distributor, and to cause system units not belonging to said first 
subset of said plurality of system units to be unresponsive to said first set of control signals; and 
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in response to said loading said specification data into said domain filter causing 
each system unit belonging to said first subset of said plurality of system units to be responsive 
to addresses originating from said system units belonging to said first subset of said plurality of 
system units, and causing each system unit belonging to said first subset of said plurality of 
system units to be unresponsive to addresses originating from said system units not belonging to 
said first subset of said plurality of system units. 

64. The method according to claim 63 further comprising: 

identifying which of said plurality of system units has generated a current address; 

specifying using a domain-mask register to which of said hardware domains each 
of said plurality of system units belongs; 

decoupling a system unit having generated said current address and belonging to a 
particular hardware domain from system units not belonging to said particular hardware domain. 

65. The method according to claim 63 further comprising grouping system units of one or more 
of said plurality of hardware domains into a cluster, wherein said system units of said one or 
more domains belonging to a given cluster share a range of addresses within a system memory 
space. 

66. The method according to claim 63 further comprising: 

identifying to which cluster each of said plurality of system units belongs using a 
plurality of cluster registers, wherein said plurality of cluster registers is responsive to a current 
one of said transactions; and 

transmitting a valid-transaction signal to each of said plurality of system units 
belonging to a given cluster for any of said transactions originating from one of said plurality of 
system units belonging to said given cluster. 

67. The method according to claim 63 further comprising indicating said range of addresses 
being shared among said system units of said one or more domains belonging to said given 
cluster. 
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IX. EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

No evidence submitted under 37 CFR §§ 1.130, 1.131 or 1.132 or otherwise entered 
the Examiner is relied upon in this appeal. 
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X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

There are no related proceedings. 
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XI. CONCLUSION 



For the foregoing reasons, it is submitted that the Examiner's rejections of the claims on 
appeal were erroneous, and reversal of his decision is respectfully requested. 

No fees are being paid at this time, as $500.00 was already withdrawn from Meyertons, 
Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goetzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 501505/5181-92401 on August 23, 
2006. However, the Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
required, or credit any overpayment, to Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goetzel, P.C. 
Deposit Account No. 501505/5181-92401. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: January 26, 2007 




Dean M. Munyon 
Reg. No. 42,914 
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